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though I think it would be too much to say he had any
special interest in his death. The coincidence in point
of time between the accusation of Hastings by Nuncomar
and that of Nuncomar by Mohun Persaud was by no
means close. Nuncomar appeared before the Council to
charge Hastings, March 13th. He was committed for
trial on the charge of forgery, May 6th, nearly eight weeks
afterwards.

As to the illegality of the proceedings against Nun-
comar, if there was any illegality it was certainly not
known to or suspected by the judges, but incurred in good
faith by all four of them, and not by Impey more than
the others. The alleged unfairness of Impey at the trial
did not in my opinion exist, and for reasons to be here-
^ after given, I think that the refusal of leave to appeal, if
it was refused, and the omission to respite Nuncomar, for
neither of which was Impey in any special way responsible,
were the acts of the whole Court done in good faith.
Where then is the evidence of any conspiracy ? It is
reduced to the interest which Hastings had in Nuncomar's
death, and the coincidence such as it is in point of time
between the two accusations. That this is ground for
a vague passing suspicion is, I think, true : that it is any-
thing more may be easily disproved. It can be accepted
as proof of a conspiracy between Hastings and Impey only
by a person who is prepared to assume in general terms
that whenever any one in whose death A has an interest
dies under such circumstances that B, a friend of A's, may
possibly have caused that death by criminal means, A
and B must be presumed to have conspired to murder the
deceased. One consequence of such a rule would be that
if a doctor were the friend of the heir to a large fortune,
and the medical attendant of the owner, and if the owner